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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking RECEIVED & INSPECTED
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Progosed M&ngk}agzmé
‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

- oM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendme Fr ‘ AILRO 4

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impaosition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount o
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking v ;

MB Docket No. 04-233 RECENED & INSPECTED ]
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propog ed Rm ing (

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ) Ign% %08

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmertt Tig®
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

3,009
Date
NI INC stdiosb\\ o\ sz
Address
Title (if any) Phone

Organization (if any)




RECEIVED & INSPECTED

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

MAR 3 1 2008

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prgposed Rulemaking (the

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-M AILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCG must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of P
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true fo their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemaking

“ . MB Docket No. 04.233
f 1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Nofice of} ropo%élemaking (the
: “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, \ OM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amend gh
‘ proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be addpted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
i do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

! unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
: own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First

L Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

g particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
1 air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

'5 (3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
: programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~
; and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
1 constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

l (4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

" automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to clopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

} am concerned that these new FCC rules would clearly infringe on the First Algeffdment rights
guaranteed in our Constitution. | am especially concerned about the following recommendations and
strongly urged that they NOT be adopted.

First, | object to the concept that the FCC is forcing radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take
advice from people who do not share their values. The proposals could impose such unconstitutional and
unwanted mandates. | am worried that broadcasters who resist advice from those who dont share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
consciences. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints broadcaster presents on air.

Second, | am concened about the idea that every radio station is a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously abjects to the message. | choose to support these radio stations because of the content they
offer.

Third, | don't want to see the FCC force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, should not be dictated by government agencies —
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

Fourth, the FCC must not establish a iwo-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves could amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages that match
their beliefs could face long and expensive renewal proceedings.

Lastly, | am concerned about the proposed requirement to require staff presence whenever a station is on
the air. Technology has existed for many years that allows stations to automate this process, especially
during overnight hours. With the tight budgets of many Christian radio stations and other “niche” types of
stations, this could become and unnecessary financial burden. This could easily force service cutbacks —
and would not serve the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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[RECEVED & INSPECTED

MAR 3 1 2008
ILROOM

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear FCC:

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notic Eﬁg'
Rulemaking (the “NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice
from people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals
would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from
those who don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible
viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including
the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must
present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and
everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a
religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids
imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.
The choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

G The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would
be automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

®) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

I urge the FCC not to adopt rales, procedures or policies discussed above.

mkenberg

P.O. Box 567

212 Railroad St.
Milesburg, PA 16853
814-355-3191




I 'submit the. followmg comments.in response. to the Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemaki

(the“NPRI”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No TED &\“SPECTED

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmeht rights. A ”T%@ﬁ of |
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be ad4hied

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, \t¢ ,
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boardigrepesar:
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on.constitytipnalIy—protected editorial choices. :

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping-the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring Staff ptesence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is confrary te the-public interest... .. . ... _ . . - e e

ks .
(“*" “

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules procedures or pohmes discussed above
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-RESULT:; If enacted, such requirements w111 give Chnstlan Radio’s gpponents- powerful new

SaveChristianRadioe.com Page 1 of 3
FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONS!
Tell the FCC to ke¢p FREE SPEECH FREE and not to tamper with Christian and
religious programmmg' ‘

The FCC is considering rule changes that could force Christian radio stations to either modify
their messages or be forced from the air.

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of
the Gospel, potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If
enacted, the proposals could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their
messages by including input from those who don’t share the same values, or to run the risk of
costly, long and potentially ruinous government inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio
station to take programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of
an area’s population. That means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take
programming advice from people whose values are at odds with the Gospel! A well -organized
group of atheists, abortionists or secular humanists could demand representation — and have

standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they were turned away.

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise
on matters of conscience, could find his or her station’ s license renewal tied up for many years

asthe FCC considers complaints and allegations over nothmg more than the station’s chosen
broadcast message!

PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every
three months, how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and
how it teflects the mterests of a cross-section of local residents — even those who do not share
Gospel values.

tools to harass and possibly silence Géspel-inspired voices. Armed with these reports,
adversaries can file complaints with the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to
compromlse on Gospel principles; any Christian Station that insists on only pure Gospel
programming couldbe made to‘pay a high price for its refusal to yield airtime to those with other
messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of
airtime to any group that requests it — much like cable television systems make time available
on “public access channels.”




SaveChristianRadio.com Page 2 of 3

RESULT: But unlike public access channels, which were created as a kind of open public
forum, Christian Radio is a combination of pulpit and mission. The government cannot force
messages from any pulpit, nor insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints.contrary to the
Gospel. The same way, it should not be forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages

promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or atheists.

RESULT: The FCC is also considering ways it could increase its coercive powers to force
speech on unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight-
year license.term could find its license renewal challenged.

While this has long been true, in recent years, the delays caused by these challenges usually more
of a nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These

government experts had authonty to apply reason, and ultimately granted almost every renewal
" presented.

PROPOSAL: But the FCC is considering a renewal processing procedure that would take
renewal-granting-power out of the hands of qualified civil servants when a Christian station, in
good conseience,has kept its message pure and not allowed its facilities to be used to promulgate
other messages. Instead of routine processing by civil servants, such a station’s renewal
application will be subject to the often multi-year process of review by the politically-appointed
FCC commissioners.

RESULT: Not only will such a designation make a license renewal more time-consuming, but
also more costly to obtain; Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater

assistance from lawyers and other consultants — added expenses that could prove ruinous.

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs of providing Christian
Broadcasting services by eliminating labor-saving technological enhancements that make it
possible to operate radio stations, at least part of the time, without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although‘such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years,.the FCC is
cons;denng a:rule to require staffing whenever a radio station 1s on the air— even if all the

programming?at thatHimé is d‘“hvered by satelhte God’s love may be free to all, but getting the
word out will become even more expensive — perhaps oo & expenswe for some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also considering a proposal that would force many Christian stations
to relocate their main studio facilities.
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SageOh{]sI"la"n‘_l‘{ua!allo com Page 36f3

RESULT: Now, it is possxble to serve several missions from one location. But under this
- propoesal; many co-lecation arrangements would be forced to end — raising daily operating costs

and i lmposmg immediate expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and
overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying
eleciricity expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some
Christian Broadcasters with little choice: either cut back or give up. The First Amendment
protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to impose rules that
violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation strong on the -

nation’s airwaves. It’s not just a Christian thing ~ everyone’s fundamental constitutional rights
are at stake. - | '

HERE’S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The
FCC can only make rule changes based on evidence — and the evidence you submit can make a
difference!

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the
docket number on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments.in, Response to Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemsaking. , -,

Mail your.comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 to

Using:the US Postal,Service:

The Seeretary

Federal:-Communications Commlssmn

445 12th Street; SW - B

Washington, DC 20554 Co T T e e e

Attn'ChiefMediaBureau :'_ - L o e
Or usmg FedEx, UBRS, DI-IL or- smnlar 'semces
The Secretary,

Federal Commumcatlons Commlssmn

9300 East Hamjon Drive

Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chlef Media Bureau

By Intemet' Visit http://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment
submission assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and
freedom of speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm  they

will cause, if they are adopted. For help locatmg your Senators and Congressman — ws1t
http://www.savechristianradio.com
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RECEIVED & INGPECTED:
Commen;s in Res onse to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
- MIB Docket No 404%) 233 . “MAR 8 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposgd, Rulemakm
(the“NPRM™), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Any new F iBOOM
or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals dlscussed in the
NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must riot force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who de not:share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their valuesvpmﬂd!fac&mcreased ‘harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choesing’to follovitheit % fﬁzonselen@e%fisrather’thanfallo\mng incompatible viewpoints to shape

‘their programming. The First Amendmentprohibits government, including the FCC, from

dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present,

- {2y The FCC must not turn évery radio station inifo a public Torum where anYone and, eve:yone

has nghts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so —even ifa religious
broadcaster conscientiously o‘%J ects 10 the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of

messdge delivery tnandates ofrany religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electnclty flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze mche ‘and smgller market broadcasters by substantlally raising costs in two -
ways: (a) by ;requmng ,staff presencé ‘whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio logation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
ciitbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt

rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
F-23-08
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o SaveGhristianRadio.eom Page 1 of 3

FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONS!
Tell the FCC to keep FREE SPEECH FREE and not to tamper with Christian and
/ religious programming!

The FCC is considering rule changes that could force Christian radio stations to either modlfy
their messages or be forced from the air.

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of
the Gospel, potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If
enacted, the proposals could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their
messages by including input from those who don’t share the same values, or to run the risk of
costly, long and potentially ruinous government inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio
station to take programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of
an area’s population. That means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take

programming advice from people whose values are at odds with the Gospel! A well -organized
group of atheists, abortionists or secular humanists could demand representation — and have
standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they were turned away.

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise
on matters of conscience, could find his or her station’ s license renewal tied up for many years

as the FCC considers complaints and allegatlons over nothing more than the statlon s chosen
broadeast message! .

PROPOSAL: Amorg the proposed new regulations are reqmrements that stations repott, every
three months how much programnung of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and
how it’ reﬂects the mterests of a:cross-section of local residents — even those who do not share
Gospel values.

RESULT: If enacted, such requu'ements w111 glve Christian Radio’s gpponents:powerful new -
tools to harass and possibly. siléhce Gopel i mspued voices. Armed with these reports,
adversaries can file complaints with the FOC hgainst Christisan' Broadcasters who refuse to
comprormse on Gospel prinéiples; any Christian Station that irisists on only pure Gospel
T ..*programmmg cgpld be maderto pay ahigh price-for its refusal to yield airtime to those with other
K messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of

airtime o any group ‘that requests it — much like cable television systems make time available
on “public access chafinels.” . :
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RESULT: But unlike pubhc access channels, which were created as a kind of open public
forum, Christian Radio is a combination of pulpit and mission. The government cannot force

messages from any pulpit, nor insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints contrary to the
Gospel. The same way, it should not be forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages
promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or atheists.

RESULT: The FCC is also considering ways it could increase its coercive powers to force
speech on unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typrcal eight-
year license term could find its license renewal challenged.

While this hasv long been true, in recent years, the delays caused by these challenges usually more

of a nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These

government experts had authonty to apply reason, and ultlmately granted almost every renewal
———.— presented. S — - - - - e

PROPOSAL#But the. FCC isiconsidering .a renewal processing procedure that woulda‘take
renewal-granting power.out of the hands:of qualified civil-servants when a Christian station, in
good conseieriee, haskept itsimessage pure;and not allowed its facilities to be used to promulgate
other messages. Instead of routine processing by civil servants, such a station’s renewal
application will be subject to the often multi-year process of review by the politically-appointed
FCC commissioners.

RESULT: Not only will such a designation make a license renewal more time-consuming, but
also more costly to obtain; Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater

assistance from lawyers and other consultants — added expenses that could prove ruinous.

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs of providing Christian
Broadcasting services by eliminating labor-saving technological enhancements that make it
possible to operate radio stations, at least part of the time, without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, the FCC is

. s . considering arule tosequire staffing whenever a radio station is on the air— even if all the
i 'programmng’at Thaat s 18 ASTvEad by sé?“Thte God’%‘love may béTree to all, but getting the

word out will become even more expensive ~ perhaps too expensive for some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also considering a proposal that would force many Christian stations
to relocate their main studio facilities.
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Atin: Chief, Media Bureau. ‘
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RESUL%N ow, it is possi3 ’ie to serve several missions from one location. But under this

proposal many co-location arrangements would be forced to end ~ raising daily operating costs |

and i nnposmg immediate expenses related to moving, constructlon of other facilities and
overseeing forcéd" relooathns. :

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying
electricity expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some
Christian Broadcasters with little choice: either cut back or give up. The First Amendment
protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to impose rules that
violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation strong on the

nation’s airwaves. It’s not just a Christian thing — everyone’s fundamental constitutional rights
are at stake.

HERE’S WHAT YOU CAN DO:
The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The

FCC can only make rule changes based on evidence — and the evidence you submit can make a
difference!

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the
docket number on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking,

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 to

Using the US Postal Service:

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commlsswn
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:
The Secretary .

Federal Communications Commlsswn '

9300 East"Hamipton Drive

Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit http://www. savechnstlanradlo com for easy step-by-step comment
submission assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and
freedom of speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they

will cause, if they are adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman — visit
http://www.savechristianradio.com




i NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased.harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow.their-own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

'(2) The FCC must not-turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone . I
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requl;:ements would do so — even if a religious

broadcaster conséientiotisly objects to the méssage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of

message delivery mandates on-any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would

amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. -~

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two
ways: (a) by requmng staft presence whenever a stition’is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt

s, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the followmg comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the@&PR clea@ded
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. @ ,:’ : »Q%,

3, > S
Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC’s stated objectives, would harm both localism and/ dpersny;bf &?’
viewpoints. O o

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also

. serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting increasing ownership

among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turing to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs — something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. Anend to
unstaffed operations will not i improve responsweness to a local community. . To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down aliogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations fo stay on during the late evening or edrly morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to

" invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios. .
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in .-
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadtaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities, If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station’s community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters — would have to divert their limited financial resources from supportmg and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local hews covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve ~ it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no ‘public interest’ in service that is both diminished and less diverse. ’

- . Respectfully submitted,

g 7 - (‘ T — : d“—\ _—M_—
Signature Date

Desule L. Titt er N3 LA e
ame Address ’é: o W é 2 55, /

. - 2P GRT YA T
Tifle (if any) " Phone

Ornanizatinn (if amN

—



%
0@,}/@0
Comments in Response to Localism Notice 8F Propdséd Riilemaking 4 _c?/%
MB Docket No. 04-233 R Rp, Py,
e (&) 7o G
[ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin W .9
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ' OO
(7

) +~Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposls discussed in the NPRW, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

,people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

i, '
2 The FCC must not turn every radio station ifito a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed publit access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3 The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouild intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. : S ar
. i, R . v e N
4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routing renewal application processing. The proposediitandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present onlyithe messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

T i3t
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricitysflowing is often a challenge. ; Yet, the Commissior: proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statign is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed-sdrvice is contrary to the
public interest. - : - : ~t

We urge the FCC not to adopt rﬁles. procedurés or policiés discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .
MB Docket No. o4-233 L FCC Mail Room

" 1 submit the followmg comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No.

04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would
do so —and mustnot be adopted. .
1) The FCC must not foree radio statlons especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not share their values. The NPRM's
proposed adviSory board proposals would impose. such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complalnts and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible
viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

- (2) - “The FCC must not tum every radio station into.a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access .
requrrements would do so —even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivéry mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming, especially religious programming,
is not properly dictated by any government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred from routine renewal application
processing. The'proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a
challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would
force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRIM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gevernment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propoged public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously.objects. to. t‘(the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especlally religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force repo ggngnon such things as who produced what programs would intrude on

'constltutionally-protectedrdltonal chmces

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

-autematically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

review of certain classes:of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. “Fhose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond o their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electnclty flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squieze niche and smallér market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these:proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

-

We,urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

| [ J
&é@gﬁf%ﬁ | 3250

A

Sighature

) ) 9 S
Lindlsuy fodcer Z0Yox 24 HIrmitag M (STele _&/
Name

L7\ 43-2177)

M g é/ ’%) 2047 Phone

Title..(if-any)

«@g‘;ggtji;;ation (if any)



RECEVED & INSPECTEDI

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 MAR 3 1 2008

! submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the “
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, EEWAILWE)M

MEiEefthe-proposals in NPRM, contrary to-the. FCC'’s stated_objectives, would.harm both localism and diversity of
“viewpoints.

eatrue.wellsprings.of lecalism-and.diversity. are smallgr.market radio stations and-statiens-offering specnallzed_
programming (lncludlng religion, forelgn language, ethnic and alternative programming).~T hese.types of stations also
§BTVe as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting ~ increasing ownership

among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and.more Americans are turning to new media, the m REOpOsESs |
measures'thgt-_v_gouId~substantlally raise-costs — somiething-thatwill-be: keenly felt. ameng small market-and-specialized

programmmg broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Nelther
outcome is in the public interest.

‘One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving.technology. Anendto
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely iead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations’
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early moming hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minarities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in,
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
'several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force'each station to-establish its main studio only in that
station’s community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularty small market and speciality
programming broadcasters -- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would:
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.

Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered. ,

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve — it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the COMMISSOMNMuSBRo HaKaTaClonR e BwRpRacIB alance-sorstatiofs cut back on service dr-drop-ott:
Therejisjpospubliciinterestin.service that is-both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted, -
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233 RECEIVED & INSPECTED

1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice ofProp | ing (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ‘MAWI%‘ T'"fﬁﬂ}?

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Am
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. ’

4) The FCG must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of I!}oposed Rulemaking (the |
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Daocket No. 04-233. ,

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. . Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face jncredsed hanassment complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conseiences, rathehthanﬁallowm;g incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government; including-the FEC, from dictating-what viewpoints-a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewai system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of |
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgests, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes fo further
squéeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising.costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further resiricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comgents in Response-to Loeallsm Notlce of Proposed Rulemaking
NB:Doeket NoW04:283

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of «
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. \

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. '

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, fo take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conseiences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review;of éertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

- religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive aind potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We ur, ECC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice 6f Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of R
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster.
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Thase who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in fwo ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-2 - 7 MAR 8 1 2008
1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Préposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MA|LE‘OOM

Any new FCC rulas,policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouid do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must-not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peaple who do not share their values. The NPRM's propesed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — ever if a religious broadcaster
consclentiously objects to the message. The First Amendment farbids impc sition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editarial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated ky.any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whizh certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissianers themselves wauld amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal praceedings.

%) Many-Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Com mission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would farce service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

]

We urge the FCC not tp adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed abovs. - -
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Comments in Response to Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 .

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propoged Rulemakin
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. A?LWOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under this proposal, many

co-location arrangements would be forced to end — raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying electricity
expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters
with little choice: either cut back or give up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to
impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation
strong on the nation’s airwaves. It’s not just a Christian thing ~ everyone’s fundamental constitutional
rights are at stake,

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The FCC’

can only:ma'ke rule changes based on evidence — and the evidence you submit can make a difference! *
By Mail: ‘Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket
number on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No, 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 fo

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:
The Secretary ) 7 The Secretary
Fed;afai Communications CEomfniséionv Federal Communications Cohmiésion
445 12th Street, SW 9300 East Hampton Drive
Washington, DC 20554 Capitol Heights, MD 20743
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau. Atin: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit hitp://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

You ‘cair;"‘also write to yéur Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religién andfreedomm of
speech are threatenéd. Deséribe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are
adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman — visit http://www.savechristianradio.com

SaveChristianRadic.com Page 30of 3
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Lewis E. Guerin Jr.

Flora M. Guerin
2480 Isaac Lane MAR 3 1 2008
Harrisonburg, VA 22801 !
FCC-hay v - W
March 22, 2008 e

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
ELECTRONIC COMMENT FILE SUBMISSION

%

K oo E)
cEel e . - - .- MBiDocketNo-04-233— -

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th, Street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20554

Attti: Chief, Media Bureau

Dear Sirs;

It has come to our attention that there is a THREAT to Christian Broadcasting!
Freedom of Religion and speech are threatened!
Is it troe that they are thinking of requiring stations to report, every three months, how much programming
of various types have been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects the interests of a cross-
section of local residents - even those who dq not share gospel values?
This would be very costly to broadcasters - aild time consuming.
_ This, among many other restrictions is not good.
PLEASE - KEEP FREE SPEECH FREE)!
Atid.don't tamper with Chnsﬁlan and religious éf,ogramming.

7% Sincerely,

'¢ Page 1




Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. . ,

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) . The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the elecitricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ) '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proppsed %Nmn&i}gz(‘t)r?e
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ON\
| PRy Y. \Lﬂo
r@@
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)] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmen
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so -~ and must not be adopted

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a fwo-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chailenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

M@‘w J-25 08
Date

Signature )7{
St J. Hcker Aﬁ(egs- Box 4y W j 65b6&
Name

) 7= TS - I 77

L( 8 @ f | Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)




RECENED & INSPECTED

MAR 3 1 2008
WQE&Rmemakmg (the

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pr
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008 in MB Docket @\lo 04-233.

&) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must pfesent.

@) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~— and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233 | MA
| | ' R3] 2008
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro Fﬁ&ulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ‘MAILHO O
M

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbera
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license far choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.
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Or using FedEx, UPS,.DHL or similar
services:

The Secretary -

Federal Communications Commission
9300 East Hampton Drive
Capitol Heights, MD 20743
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

Ser . N

 ———




ECEED SINSPECTED

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

AR 3 1 2008
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo$ed R&emaking (the
‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
C-MAILROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment tighte- Umber of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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